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Abstract 
In recent years the flood of new technologies and the expanded use of social media have already changed the way people 
communicate with each other. New technologies and social media, however, can change the communication between 
Government and the citizens as they contribute decisively to the transformation of public administration towards a new and open 
format that will be characterized by: a) active participation of citizens in public affairs, b) close collaboration between public 
services and between government and citizens, and c) transparency of the State activities. The transition to an open governance is 
a process with many stages. This paper presents different models of e-government and open government referred to in the 
literature, and proposes a new model of open government. Furthermore, in this paper we will try to answer questions such as: 
What are the guidelines and commitments to Greece, Europe and the world? What is the level of penetration of new technologies 
in public administration in different countries and which ones are actively moving towards a model of open government? We will 
also present representative efforts developed in Greece and abroad that attempt to serve the principles of transparency, active 
participation, innovation and collaboration in the public sector. Finally suggestions and recommendations are made for further 
study and research. 
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1. Introduction 
Government agencies slowly but increasingly adopt social technologies to better serve their mission. These 
technologies can gradually reengineer the old model of public sector as they offer numerous opportunities to: 
increase government transparency and trust, create new forms of citizens’ participation and engagement in public 
issues, and enhance inter and intra - organizational collaboration. The relationship between provider and recipients, 
in our case between government and citizens is changing.  
Today, citizens extensively use Information and Communication Technologies, not only for professional purposes 
but also in their social life and consequently are demanding to interact with government with similar tools. 
Therefore, citizens’ expectations for a modern, open, and effective government sector are rising. On the other hand, 
government agencies face austerity measures and an intensive scrutiny of their budgets, leading to governments to 
look for new forms of innovation for their own services (Lagos & Kutsikos, 2011). This economic situation together 
with the increasing citizens’ demand for easier, hassle-free and seamless interaction with the Government, greater 
transparency and access to information, lead government agencies to explore new tools like new digital technology 
and web 2.0 applications (open source or not) that will ease financial pressure and improve the quality of public 
services (Nasiopoulos et al., 2011a; Nasiopoulos et al., 2011b). 
2. Literature review 
2.1. What are Web 2.0 and Social Media? 
Tim O' Really described Web 2.0 as a platform spanning all connected devices (O’ Reilly, 2005). It is 
characterized by Transparency, Honesty, Trust and Reputation and it is underpinned by a simple, usable, 
participatory, self-service and decentralized model (Zambonini, 2006). Web 2.0 can be seen as a meaningful 
movement from the static web pages of Web 1.0 towards an environment with easy-to-use web tools that enable 
creative and collaborative use of the Web. The Web 2.0 has an “architecture of participation” as it offers data and 
services from multiple sources, including individual users, and these data and services can be updated, consumed 
and remixed by others (O’ Reilly, 2005). Creation and sharing are fundamental aspects of Web 2.0 service. Web 2.0 
has the potential to mutually maximize the collective intelligence of the participants. 
Social media can be generally understood as Internet-based applications that carry consumer-generated content 
which encompasses “media impressions created by consumers, typically informed by relevant experience, and 
archived or shared online for easy access by other impressionable consumers” (Blackshaw, 2006). Social media can 
be classified according to two key dimensions: social presence / media richness and self-presentation / self-
disclosure (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). According to another classification (Kotler, Kartajaya, & Setiawan, 2010), 
social media can be grouped in two broad categories depending on their main purpose: a) expressive social media 
where users express themselves by sharing text, video, picture, music, and b) collaborative social media where users 
share knowledge and content, in general, and work together for a common goal. Social media offer a unique 
opportunity to reform the relationship between government and citizens, from a mono or bidirectional information 
exchange into a many-to-many communication process (Agostino, 2013). Government agencies try to become 
citizen-centric and social media represent powerful tools to enhance public engagement (Kutsikos, 2007). Actually, 
“digital citizens are all over social media” (Accenture, 2012) and there must governments go if they wish to connect 
with them. Thus, government agencies should develop their web-based applications in a service quality context, in 
order to fully utilize their capabilities (Santouridis et al., 2009; 2012; Santouridis & Trivellas, 2009).   
2.2. An overview of E-Government, Gov 2.0 and Open Government 
Initially, e-government applications were designed to provide information from government to citizens in a 
mono-directional manner and consequently without any reflexive feedback mechanisms. (The World Bank, 2011) 
defines e-government as “the use by government agencies of information technologies that have the ability to 
transform relations with citizens, businesses, and other arms of government. These technologies can serve a variety 
of different ends: better delivery of government services to citizens, improved interactions with business and 
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industry, citizen empowerment through access to information, or more efficient government management. The 
resulting benefits can be less corruption, increased transparency, greater convenience, revenue growth, and/or cost 
reductions.” Gov 2.0 is not just an adoption of Web 2.0 tools. Actually, the adoption of technology to the existing 
process is mostly a characteristic of Web 1.0 or e-government. Gov 2.0 is about integrating new technologies 
together with a change in organizational culture, to increase openness, participation, transparency and collaboration 
in the public sector. Gov 2.0 provides a high interaction between government and citizens, who are co-creators of 
government information (Mergel, 2013). Moreover, (Gartner, 2009) defines Government 2.0 as “the use of IT to 
socialize and commoditize government services, processes and data”. Apart from the prevalence of ICT, this 
definition puts emphasis in the terms of socialization and commoditization. As a result, the boundaries between 
government and citizens blur. Although the terms Gov 2.0 and Open Government are sometimes used 
interchangeably, Open Government stresses on data openness and citizen engagement (Gartner, 2009). (OECD, 
2009) defines Open Government as a “transparent, accessible and responsive governance system, where information 
moves freely both to and from government, through a multitude of channels”. As Open Government focuses on data, 
it is necessary, at this point, to define the term Open Government Data (OGD), as consists of two elements (Ubaldi, 
2013): a) Government Data is “any data and information produced or commissioned by public bodies”. b) Open 
data are “data that can be freely used, re-used and distributed by anyone, only subject to (at the most) the 
requirement that users attribute the data and that they make their work available to be shared as well”. As we move 
to We-Government, citizens take an active role and become partners: government and citizens co-produce 
information and services. Therefore (Linders, 2012), the C2G interaction becomes Citizen Sourcing, the G2C 
becomes Government as a Platform and, the C2C becomes Do It Yourself Government.  
2.3. Recent surveys 
According to the 2013 Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) e-Government 
Survey (OECD, 2013), the majority of OECD countries regard open government data (OGD) as a major priority 
and a prominent tool that will enhance economic growth, improve the quality of public services and promote 
government transparency and accountability. Actually, 56% of the countries have a national strategy for providing 
OGD to citizens, 12% indicate the existence of separate strategies for individual line ministries, and 28% specify the 
co-existence of these strategies. Only in 4% of the countries are OGD strategies absent. The objectives towards the 
OGD vary among OECD countries. Most of the countries give a high priority to transparency, openness, creation of 
new businesses and volume increase for private sector business. Undoubtedly, both citizens and businesses 
increasingly prefer the digital interaction with public authorities. Businesses’ use of e-government services is higher 
than citizens’, and although more and more citizens embrace on line government services, the percentage remains 
lower that the expected one, even in the best performing countries (OECD, 2013). 
In 2013, Accenture conducted a comparative study (Accenture, 2014) in 10 counties (Brazil, Germany, India, 
Norway, Singapore, South Korea, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, the UAE, the UK and the USA) to assess their use 
of “digital government”. The countries were examined in three criteria: a) Citizen Service Delivery, b) Citizen 
Satisfaction and c) Service Maturity. The survey found that 81% of citizens consider important to have more digital 
government services, and 64% of citizens would like to interact with government through social media. Another 
interesting point is that citizens in mature markets (UK and the USA) are not highly satisfied with the quality of 
public services comparing to emerging economies like UAE. This fact is probably related with the austerity 
measures that mature economies face. Nevertheless, the high priority in digital services together with the already 
well–established digital infrastructure put these countries in a high position for the future.  
3. Initiatives and Directives 
On January 21, 2009, President Obama issued the Memorandum on Transparency and Open Government.  
To further foster openness, the Obama Administration issued the Open Government Directive according to which 
the government agencies and institutions should take specific actions to implement the three principles that are the 
cornerstone of Open Government: Transparency, Participation and Collaboration. It [Obama Administration] also 
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redefined information as a public asset that needs to be shared with citizens. Some years later, on May 9, 2013, the 
White House released an Executive Order (The White House, 2013a) according to which “Open and Machine 
Readable” is the new default for government information. Pursuant to this Executive Order, the Memorandum (The 
White House, 2013b) on “Open Data Policy – Managing Information as an Asset” gives the guidelines for managing 
government information as an asset.  
The Digital Agenda for Europe (European Commission, 2014), managed by the European Commission DG 
CONNECT, is launched in May 2010.  It supports the open government approach in order to foster citizen 
participation and engagement and it aims to help Europe’s citizens and businesses to get the most out of digital 
technologies. In addition, the Public Services unit in DG CONNECT has drafted a ‘A vision of Public services’ 
(European Commission, 2013a) which describes an open government approach, actually an open and collaborative 
government model, based on principles of collaboration, transparency and participation and functioning within an 
open governance framework. The drivers of the open and collaborative government approach can be grouped into 
three main categories: Citizens-driven issues, Technology-driven issues and Economic-cost driven issues. 
According to the vision, the public sector transformation is triggered by the advent of social media, ubiquitous 
mobile connectivity and web 2.0 activities that allow the mass dissemination, production and collaboration. The 
engagement with the wider public promotes greater trust in public administrations and thus enhances public services 
effectiveness and public value. As far as Greece is concerned, although the country has shown a progress on several 
e-Government indicators (European Commission, 2013b), the relative country’s position against all other EU 
countries is below average on almost all e-Government indicators (European Commission, 2013c).  
The second Greek Action Plan for the Open Government Partnership Initiative (Ministry of Administrative 
Reform & E-Government, 2014) reflects country’s “commitments to promote transparency, empower citizens, fight 
corruption, increase citizen’s engagement in all public administration levels and use of new technologies in modern 
governance” (Open Government Partnership, 2014). The Commitments of this Action Plan mostly emphasize on: 
Boosting Public Participation, Open Government Data, Integrity and Accountability, as well as on Strengthening 
Parliamentary Openness, Parliamentary and Legislative Transparency, and Enhancing Citizen Participation. 
4. E-Government and Open Government maturity models 
In the literature, we can find a few models that have been developed to depict the e-government implementation. 
Each model is based on different perspectives and although some have many properties in common, sometimes they 
are inconsistent with each other (Siau & Long, 2004). Indicatively, (Layne & Lee, 2001) proposed a four-stage 
model based on technical, organizational and managerial feasibility, namely: 1.Catalogue, 2.Transaction, 3.Vertical 
integration, and 4.Horizontal integration. (Hiller & Bélanger, 2001) as well as (Moon, 2002) extended Layne and 
Lee’s model as they added a 5th Stage for Political participation. Gartner proposed a four-stage citizen-centric 
model: 1.Web presence, 2.Interaction, 3.Transaction, and 4.Transformation. (Andersen & Henriksen, 2006) 
proposed an extension of Layne and Lee model, known as Public Sector Process Rebuilding Model (PPR) which 
focuses at activity and customer-centric approach than at technological capability. 
As we move to open government era, (Lee & Kwak, 2012) argued that e-government models are not specifically 
designed to fulfil the main principles of open government (participation, collaboration and transparency), that are 
enabled by emerging technologies, like social media and web 2.0. Already in 2010, Gartner Group (Maio, 2010) 
had launched a five-level Open Government Maturity Model, namely: 1.Initial, 2.Developing, 3.Defined, 
4.Managed, 5.Optimizing. (Lee & Kwak, 2012) extended Gartner’s model and proposed a five level Open 
Government Maturity Model (OGMM) that aims to fill the previously mentioned gap: The levels are: 1.Initial 
conditions, 2.Data transparency, 3.Open Participation, 4.Open Collaboration, 5.Ubiquitous Engagement. Higher 
maturity levels imply increased public engagement and greater public value. Also, higher maturity levels have 
increased technical/managerial complexity and greater challenges/risks. (Kalampokis, Tambouris & Tarabanis, 
2011) argued that e-government models focus mostly on services and don’t sufficiently consider data. Consequently, 
they proposed a five stage open government data model that focuses on government data, namely: 1.Aggregation of 
Government Data, 2.Integration of Government Data, 3.Integration of Gov Data with Non-Gov Formal Data, and 
4.Integration of Gov Data with Non-Gov Formal Data and Social Data. 
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5. A proposed Open Government Model 
In this chapter, I propose an open government model, that it is actually a synthesis of the two models that were 
described in the previous chapter (Open Government Maturity Model (OGMM) by (Lee & Kwak, 2012) and Open 
Government Data Model by (Kalampokis, Tambouris & Tarabanis,2011), so as to create a common frame of 
reference for practitioners in the government area. The proposed model tries to clearly identify the level of data 
complexity for each Stage of government maturity. The proposed model (see Figure 1) is to some extent different 
from the two models that it synthesizes. Specifically, the vertical and horizontal integration within government is 
mentioned at Stage 2, as it is considered necessary for the Government Data Integration. At OGMM, the vertical and 
horizontal integration is mentioned at Stage 5. Also, at Open Government Data Model, the Stage 4 refers to social 
data through social media, but it focuses mainly on social networking sites like Facebook and micro-blogging like 
Twitter. As social media tools have been widely developed, the proposed model includes all types of social media 
and refers to expressive social media at Stage 3 and collaborative social media at Stage 4. Additionally, the proposed 
model includes a fifth Stage of data complexity, in which government data and applications become available in 
mobile devices. This is not only a technical improvement as it fundamentally changes the ease, frequency and 
quality of the interactions between citizens and government. The proposed model has five Stages as described 
below: 
 
Fig. 1. The proposed Open Government Model 
Stage 1 - Aggregation of Government data, Initial Condition: This is the initial Stage, where government 
agencies gather, aggregate and publish data in a one-way communication method. Citizens have access to a wide 
range of valuable information. However, these data may be difficult and time-consuming to reuse and combine 
because they may be inaccurate, duplicated, outdated and in different formats. 
Stage 2 - Integration of Government data, Vertical and Horizontal Integration, Transparency: This Stage 
implies that horizontal and vertical integration within government has been achieved (or at least partial integration). 
Governments provide unified data that are derived from different government sources. They focus on the quality of 
data and consequently data are precise, complete, concise, and timely, without duplicates and contradictions. 
Therefore, citizens have access to integrated, high-value and high-impact government data that are easily accessible 
and usable. This Stage focuses on data Transparency and the increase of public awareness about government work. 
Stage 3 - Integration of Gov data with non-Gov data collected from expressive social media, Open 
Participation: This Stage focuses on Open Participation, as government is open to public ideas and knowledge. The 
government data are enriched with non-government, informal data, such as citizens’ ideas, knowledge, experiences, 
comments, feedback that are being collected from expressive social media tools. Collective intelligence and 
crowdsourcing lead to richer public information, available to citizens for access and reuse.  
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Stage 4 - Integration of Gov data with non-Gov data collected from expressive and collaborative social 
media, Open Collaboration: This Stage focuses on Open Collaboration as government agencies, the public and the 
private sector become co-creators of public information. Citizens, with the use of collaborative social media tools 
are actively engaged in complex government tasks and projects. Open Collaboration will lead to value-added 
government services. 
Stage 5 - Data compatibility with mobile devices, Ubiquitous engagement, M-Government, U-Government: 
At this Stage, participation, collaboration and transparency reach a high level of maturity. Government information, 
social media tools and government services are seamlessly integrated and compatible with mobile devices. Public 
engagement becomes ubiquitous with the use of intelligent devices and other computing appliances. Citizens can 
easily access government data, applications, services and processes with the use of mobile devices. Consequently, 
Government is transformed to mobile Government (M-Government) and to ubiquitous Government (U-
Government). As a result, at Stage 5, the benefits of open government are totally realized. 
6. Examples in Greece and worldwide 
In this chapter, I try to identify some representative projects for each Stage of the proposed open government 
model which was described in the chapter five (see Table 1). The projects are government or citizen initiated. The 
overview doesn’t refer to Stage 1 of the model as it is considered the basis for open government.  
Table 1. Representative initiatives for stages 2-4 of the proposed open government model. 
Stage Initiative Country Short description 
2 Data.gov.gr Greece Centralized government data platform with data sets publicly available for reuse. 
 Di@vgeia Greece Centralized mechanism for posting all government decisions. 
 UltraCl@rity Greece Search engine for all documents published through Di@vgeia Project. 
 Votenaweb Brazil Platform with all government bills, information about politicians and user’s space. 
3 SeeClickFix USA Application for local issues reporting that enables local government to consult with citizens. 
 Periklis Greece Platform with location related services. Creation of social media based community. 
 Localocracy USA Crowd sourcing platform for exchange of ideas on local issues. 
 EdosaFakelaki Greece Crowd sourcing platform that enhances citizen’s participation in social matters. 
 Avoinministerio Finland Crowd sourcing legislation platform that enables government to consult with citizens. 
 VouliWatch Greece Platform for crowd sourcing legislation and parliamentary control. 
 OpenGov.gr Greece Platform for public consultation and crowd sourcing. 
4 Diavlos Greece Inter consultation platform for government employees. 
 GovLoop USA Social Network for Government. 
 Yammer Australia Private Network for Government employees for exchange of ideas and experiences. 
 PatientOpinion UK Platform for collaboration between government and the public on health services and social care. 
 
The following four initiatives can be considered as representative examples of Stage 2, as they promote 
government data integration and transparency. Actually, ‘Data.gov.gr’ (http://data.gov.gr) is a centralized 
government data platform and its data sets are publicly available for re-use. The program ‘Di@vgeia’ 
(http://diavgeia.gov.gr) is a centralized mechanism for posting all government decisions. The ‘UltraCl@rity’ 
(http://yperdiavgeia.gr) program is an interesting example of the private sector adding value to government provided 
information enhancing its reach and use. It operates in a supplementary way to ‘Di@vgeia’ as it facilitates the 
effective information retrieval from the latter. Finally, ‘Votenaweb’ (http://www.votenaweb.com.br) publishes all 
government bills, provides information about politicians and offers user’s space.  
A number of initiatives can be considered as representative examples of Stage 3. These initiatives highly promote 
public participation to government work. For example, ‘SeeClickFix’ (http://www.seeclickfix.com) allows citizens 
to report non-emergency issues in their communities / neighbourhoods and enables local governments to consult 
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with citizens. Similarly, ‘Periklis’ (http://periklis.eu) initiative focuses on location related services and aspires to 
create a social media based community that will utilize government data and offer user’s space. Furthermore, 
‘Localocracy’ and ‘Edosa Fakelaki’ are crowd sourcing platforms that gather citizens’ ideas, comments and 
feedback on government issues and social matters. Actually, ‘Localocracy’ (http://www.localocracy.com) is an 
online town common where registered users exchange ideas on local issues. ‘Edosa Fakelaki’ 
(http://www.edosafakelaki.gr) the Greek version of ‘I paid a bribe’, is an ambitious, non-governmental, non-profit, 
digital platform that aims to tackle the phenomenon of corruption in Greece by harnessing the collective effort of 
citizens. ‘Avoinministeriö’ (http://www.avoinministerio.fi) and ‘VouliWatch’ (http://www.vouliwatch.gr) initiatives 
are crowd-sourcing legislation platforms that enable governments to consult with citizens. Actually, 
‘Avoiniministeriö’ (Open Ministry) is a non-governmental, non-profit, open-source platform, fully operated by 
volunteers that enables citizens to submit to the Parliament law proposals that are backed by 50000 online signature 
within six months (Napolitano, 2012). ‘VouliWatch’ the Greek version of Parliament Watch is a digital platform 
that allows Greek citizens to engage in a direct dialogue with elected representatives of the Greek and European 
Parliament. ‘OpenGov.gr’ (http://www.opengov.gr) initiative also boosts public consultation and aspires to become 
a crowd sourcing platform of innovative ideas and proposals. 
The following initiatives can be considered as belonging to Stage 4 as they promote collaboration mostly among 
government employees. Actually, ‘Diavlos’ (http://portal.espa.gr) is an inter consultation platform where registered 
government employees exchange ideas and knowledge about the development of EU funds. ‘GovLoop’ 
(http://www.govloop.com) is a social network for Government that provides an informal collaborative space for 
public sector employees. ‘Yammer’ (https://www.yammer.com) is a private network for co-workers that allows 
registered government employees to exchange ideas and experiences formally or informally. Furthermore, ‘Patient 
Opinion’ (http://www.patientopinion.org.uk) is an initiative that promotes collaboration between government and 
the public as the patients review the health care organizations and the quality of their services. 
There hasn’t been any extensive study on Stage 5. The overview is limited on checking whether the examples 
listed at Stages 2-4 are compatible with or are optimized for smart phones and tablets. Specifically, the 
‘UltraCl@rity’ program is available for smart phones and tables, ‘SeeClickFix’ and ‘Yammer’ are available as 
mobile applications and ‘Periklis’ program is expected to be compatible with smart phones. 
7. Conclusion and Proposals 
This study gave an extended overview of the impact of social media and ICT in Governance. The adoption of 
social media applications in government is still at an early stage. The majority of government initiatives focus 
mostly on participation and transparency and less on collaboration. Nevertheless, the initiatives worldwide that were 
presented in Chapter Six can be received as best practices that serve the principles of open government and can be 
used as springboards for further research and expansion.  
As far as Greece’s progress is concerned, recent surveys show that many e-government indicators for Greece are 
below the EU average. On the other side, the country has shown considerable efforts towards e-Government and 
open Government as Greece has adopted the Greek Action Plan for Open Government. Although many of the 
commitments of the first Action Plan were partially or minimally implemented, the second Action Plan seems to be 
more promising and its implementation will be critical for the transformation towards open government and the 
compliance with the requirements of the European Digital Agenda. Most of the projects that were presented in 
Chapter Six have been launched very recently and consequently cannot be effectively evaluated. Further research 
could be to observe their progress and their extended use from citizens and government employees. Over time, 
issues like: institutional and organizational barriers, the predominance of bureaucratic situations, government 
employees’ familiarity with social media and emerging technologies, citizens’ digital illiteracy, and the evolution of 
Web 3.0 and its adoption on government could be the subject of further research. 
Although several e-government maturity models exist, the open government maturity models are limited. This 
paper proposes a five level open government maturity model that focuses on: a) the principles of open government, 
b) open government data, and c) web 2.0 and social media tools. Future research should focus on the validity of 
open government models with the use of quantitative data and the progress of government initiatives towards open 
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government. Last but not least, the use of social technologies in the public sector has raised challenges for further 
analysis and consideration (Kutsikos & Kontos, 2011), including the government information overload, information 
volatility, privacy issues, and information security a well as other e-service quality aspects. For example, e-
governance applications impact on e-service quality dimensions (namely, assurance, quality of information, 
responsiveness, web assistance, empathy and reliability) should be further explored (Santouridis et al., 2009; 2012; 
Santouridis & Trivellas, 2009).  
References 
Accenture (2012), How Social Media is Reinventing Government, http://www.accenture.com/SiteCollectionDocuments/PDF/Accenture-Digital-
Citizen-Social-Media.pdf [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Accenture (2014), Digital Government. Pathways to Delivering Public Services for the Future. A comparative study of digital government 
performance across 10 countries, http://nstore.accenture.com/acn_com/Accenture-Digital-Government-Pathways-to-Delivering-Public-
Services-for-the-Future.pdf [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Agostino, D. (2013). Using social media to engage citizens: A study of Italian municipalities. Public Relations Review, 39, 232-234. 
Andersen, K., & Henriksen, H. (2006). E-Government Maturity Models: Extension of the Layne and Lee model. Government Information 
Quarterly, 33, 236-248. 
Blackshaw, P. (2006). The consumer-generated surveillance culture, http://www.clickz.com/showPage.html?page=3576076 [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
European Commission (2013a). A vision for public services, http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/news/vision-public-services [accessed 
28/6/2014]. 
European Commission (2013b). Digital Agenda Scoreboard, http://digital-agenda-data.eu/charts/country-ranking-table-on-a-thematic-group-of-
indicators#chart={%22indicator-group%22:%22egovernment%22,%22ref-area%22:%22EL%22,%22time-
period%22:%222013%22}[accessed 28/6/2014]. 
European Commission (2013c). Digital Agenda Scoreboard, http://digital-agenda-data.eu/charts/country-profiles-the-relative-position-against-all-
other-european-countries#chart={"indicator-group":"egovernment","ref-area":"EL","time-period":"2013"}[accessed 28/6/2014]. 
European Commission (2014). Digital Agenda for Europe, http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Gartner (2009). Government 2.0: Gartner Definition, ID Number: G00172423, 
http://octo.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/octo/publication/attachments/government2_0_gartner_definition_g00172423.pdf [accessed 
28/6/2014]. 
Hiller, J., & Bélanger, F. (2001), Privacy Strategies for Electronic Government, 
http://www.businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/PrivacyStrategies.pdf [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Kalampokis, E., Tambouris, E., & Tarabanis, K. (2011). Open Government Data: A Stage Model. In M. Janssen (Ed.), EGOV 2011 (35-46), 
Berlin: LNCS. 
Kaplan, A.M., & Haenlein, M. (2010). Users of the World, Unite! The Challenges and Opportunities of Social Media. Business Horizons, 53(1), 
59-68.  
Kotler, P., Kartajaya, H., & Setiawan, I. (2010). From Products to Customers to the Human Spirit: Marketing 3.0. Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons. 
Kutsikos, K. (2007). Distribution-Collaboration Networks (DCN): A Systems-Based Model for Developing Collaborative e-Government 
Kutsikos, K., & Kontos, G. (2011). A Systems-based Complexity Management Framework for Collaborative e-Government Services. 
International Journal of Applied Systemic Studies, 4(1-2), 1-16. 
Lagos, D., & Kutsikos, K. (2011). The Role of IT-Focused Business Incubators in Managing Regional Development and Innovation. European   
Layne, K., & Lee, J. (2001). Developing Fully Functional E-Government: A Four-Stage Model. Government Information Quarterly, 18(2), 122-
136.  
Lee, G., & Kwak, Y.H. (2012). An Open Government Maturity Model for social media-based public engagement. Government Information 
Quarterly, 29, 492-503.  
Linders, D. (2012). From e-government to we-government: Defining a typology for citizen coproduction in the age of social media. Government 
Information Quarterly, 29, 446-454. 
Maio, A. D. (2010). “Gartner Launches Open Government Maturity Model” http://blogs.gartner.com/andrea_dimaio/2010/06/28/gartner-
launches-open-government-maturity-model/ [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Mergel, I. (2013).  Social Media in the Public Sector. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Ministry of Administrative Reform & E-Government (2014), Greek Action Plan 2014-2016, Open Government Partnership, 
http://www.opengov.gr/ogp/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/05/OGP-Action-Plan-2014-2016-eng-v0_9_2_review3.pdf [accessed 
28/6/2014]. 
Moon, M.J. (2002). The Evolution of E-Government among Municipalities: Rhetoric or reality?. Public Administration Review, 62(4), 424-433. 
Nasiopoulos K. Dimitrios, Sakas Damianos, Masselos Konstantinos, Free Software - Open Source Software. A Powerful Tool for Developing 
Creativity in the Hands of the Student, Advances on Information Processing and Management, 1 (1) (2011), pp. 7881 
Nasiopoulos K. Dimitrios, Sakas Damianos, Masselos Konstantinos, Open Source Web Applications. How it Spread through the Internet and 
their Contribution to Education, Advances on Information Processing and Management, 1 (1) (2011), pp. 8284 
O’Reilly, T. (2005). What Is Web 2.0 Design patterns and business models for the next generation of software, 
http://oreilly.com/pub/a/web2/archive/what-is-web-20.html?page=1 [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
392   Maria Karakiza /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  175 ( 2015 )  384 – 392 
OECD (2009). Open Government: beyond static measures, http://www.oecd.org/gov/46560184.pdf [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
OECD (2013). Government at a Glance 2013, OECD Publishing, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/gov_glance-2013-en [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
Open Government Partnership (2014). Public Consultation of the Greek Action Plan for the Open Government Partnership Initiative, 
http://www.opengov.gr/ogp/?p=306 [accessed 28/6/2014]. 
      Research Studies Journal, 14(3), 33-50. 
Santouridis I & Trivellas P (2009) Investigating the Mediation Effect of Satisfaction on the Service Quality and Customer Loyalty Link: 
Empirical Evidence from Greek Customers of Internet Shops, IEEE, IEEM, 2227-2231. 
Santouridis I., Trivellas P. & Reklitis P. (2009) Internet service quality and customer satisfaction: examining internet banking in Greece, Total 
Quality Management & Business Excellence, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 223–239. 
Santouridis I., Trivellas P., & Tsimonis G. (2012) Using E-S-QUAL to measure internet service quality of e-commerce web sites in Greece, 
International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences, 4(1), 86 – 98 
      Services. 7th European Conference on E-government. The Hague, Netherlands. 
Siau, K., & Long, Y. (2004). A Stage Model for E-government Implementation, http://www.irma-international.org/viewtitle/32506/ [accessed 
28/6/2014]. 
The White House (2013a). Executive Order -- Making Open and Machine Readable the New Default for Government Information, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/05/09/executive-order-making-open-and-machine-readable-new-default-government- 
[accessed 28/6/2014]. 
The White House (2013b). Memorandum for the heads of executive departments and agencies, Open Data Policy—Managing Information as an 
Asset, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/memoranda/2013/m-13-13.pdf [accessed 28/6/2014]. 




Ubaldi, B. (2013). Open Government Data: Towards Empirical Analysis of Open Government Data Initiatives. OECD Working Papers on Public 
Governance, 22, 15-35. 
Zambonini, D. (2006). Why you should let Web 2.0 into your hearts, 
http://www.oreillynet.com/xml/blog/2006/08/why_you_should_let_web_20_into.html [accessed 8/4/2014]. 
 
